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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

1. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

2. Claims 1-3, 9 3 12, 13, 15, 19, 21-23, 25-27 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Atkinson et al. (US 6,650,948). 

As to claim 1, the Atkinson reference discloses a method for validating a non-network 
based location fix of a mobile station in a communications network, comprising: generating a 
non-network based location fix of the mobile station; evaluating the validity of the non-network 
based location fix of the mobile station by comparing the non-network based location fix with a 
prior network based location fix. See col. 4, lines 33-45. 

As to claim 2, the Atkinson reference discloses the method of Claim 1, generating the 
non-network based location fix includes receiving global positioning system signals at the 
mobile station. See col. 4, lines 37-44. 

As to claims 3 and 13, the Atkinson reference discloses the communications network 
having a plurality of base stations 24, generating the network based location fix by measuring a 
time related parameter of signals received at the mobile station from several base stations 
neighboring the mobile station. See col. 4, lines 37-44. 

As to claim 12, as cited in claim 1, the Atkinson reference discloses a method for 
validating a satellite positioning system based location fix of a satellite positioning system 
enabled cellular mobile station in a cellular communications network, comprising: generating a 
satellite positioning system based location fix of the mobile station; evaluating the validity of the 
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satellite positioning system based location fix by comparing the satellite positioning system 
based location fix to a prior network based location fix. See col. 4, lines 33-45. 

As to claims 9, 15, and 19, the Atkinson reference discloses the method of Claims 1 and 
12, evaluating the validity of the non-networked (or satellite positioning system) based location 
fix by comparing it to one network based location fix, generating a plurality of network based 
location fixes of the mobile station and evaluating the validity of the non-networked (or satellite 
positioning system) based location fix by comparing it to at least one of the plurality of network 
based location fixes. See col. 4, lines 33-45. 

As to claims 21 and 25, Atkinson discloses a method for validating a location fix of a 
mobile station ("mobile machine"), including generating a plurality of location fixes of the 
mobile station, and evaluating the validity of a recently generated location fix of the mobile 
station by comparing the location fix for which the validity determination is required to a 
previously generated mobile station location fix. See col. 4, lines 33-45. 

As to claims 22 and 3 1, the Atkinson reference discloses evaluating the validity of the 
location fix based on a specified range (i.e., the sequence of cells in FIG. 2) of a previously 
generated location fix. 

As to claims 23 and 26, the Atkinson reference discloses defining the specified range 
based on estimated velocity of the mobile station and a time variable. See col. 7, lines 17-21. 

As to claim 27, Atkinson shows a cellular mobile station, comprising: 

a satellite positioning system (GPS) signal reception interface 1 1 in the mobile station 
("mobile machine") for receiving satellite positioning system signals; 
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a cellular communications network interface in the mobile station for communicating 
with a cellular communications network; 

an information processor 14 coupled to the satellite positioning system signal reception 
interface and the cellular communications network interface, 

the information processor for evaluating the validity of a satellite positioning system 
based location fix by comparing it to one mobile station location fix and by comparing it to at 
least one prior mobile station location fix. See FIG. 3 and col. 16, lines 35-54. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

4. Claims 4-6 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Atkinson in view of Hill et al. (U.S. Patent 5,857,155). 

As to claim 4, the Atkinson reference discloses the method of Claim 1. However, it does 
not disclose translating the network based location fix and the non-network based location fix 
into a common format prior to comparing the network and non-network based location fixes. The 
Hill reference teaches "a method of controlling the operation of a subscriber device having a 
GPS receiver within a messaging system having a plurality of transmitters having known 
coordinates comprises the steps of acquiring GPS information from the GPS receiver and 
accessing a memory location having known transmitter coordinates and comparing the known 
transmitter coordinates with the GPS information" (Col. 1, lines 58-65). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention was made to modify the method of Atkinson to translate the network based 
location fix and the non-network based location fix into a common format prior to comparing the 
network and non-network based location fixes, as taught by Hill, in order to control the operation 
of a subscriber device with adjustment to the power from the transmitter module. 

As to claim 5, the Atkinson reference discloses the method of Claim 1. However, it does 
not disclose generating the non-network based location fix of the mobile station in longitude and 
latitude coordinates, converting the network based location fix to longitude and latitude 
coordinates before comparing the network based location fix with the non-network based 
location fix. The Hill reference teaches "Figure 5, the method 200 comprises at step 202 of 
acquiring GPS information at a selective call receiver from the GPS receiver comprising 
information selected from the group of latitude, longitude, and velocity" (Col. 5, lines 41-45). 
"At step 200 a look-up table of the known transmitter coordinates is accessed and compared with 
the known transmitter coordinates with the GPS information" (Col. 5, lines 49-52). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention was made to modify the method of Atkinson to generate the non-network based 
location fix of the mobile station in longitude and latitude coordinates, converting the network 
based location fix to longitude and latitude coordinates before comparing the network based 
location fix with the non-network based location fix, as taught by Hill, in order to control the 
operation of a two-way selective call subscriber device. 

As to claim 6, the Atkinson reference discloses the method of Claim 1. However, it does 
not disclose evaluating the validity of the non-network based location fix by determining 
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whether the non-network based location fix is within a specified range of the network based 
location fix. The Hill reference teaches "the known GPS position of the subscriber could be used 
to determine the range to the nearest local base receiver. The location of the nearest base 
receivers would be stored in a code plug table preferably in the form of a base receiver location 
map 54. The minimum distance to a receiving base station would easily be calculated from the 
GPS information" (Col. 3, lines 46-52). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention was made to modify the method of Atkinson to evaluate the validity of the non- 
network based location fix by determining whether the non-network based location fix is within 
a specified range of the network based location fix, as taught by Hill, in order to adjust the 
transmit output level in a subscriber device. 

As to claim 8, as cited in claim 1, the Atkinson reference discloses the method of Claim 
1, the communications network having a plurality of base stations, generating the network based 
location fix by measuring at the mobile station several base station signals neighboring the 
mobile station. However, it does not disclose evaluating the validity of the non-network based 
location fist by determining whether the non-network based location fix is within a specified 
range of the network based mobile station location fix. As cited in claim 6, the Hill reference 
teaches evaluating the validity of the non-network based location fist by determining whether the 
non-network based location fix is within a specified range of the network based mobile station 
location fix. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention was made to modify the method of Atkinson to evaluate the validity of the non- 
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network based location fix by determining whether the non-network based location fix is within 
a specified range of the network based location fix, as taught by Hill, in order to adjust the 
transmit output level in a subscriber device. 

5. Claims 10 and 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Atkinson 
in view of Bala et al. (U.S. 6,539,230). 

As to claims 10 and 17, Atkinson discloses the method of Claims 9 and 12. However, it 
does not disclose evaluating the validity of the non-network (or satellite positioning system) 
based location fix by determining whether the non-network (or satellite positioning system) 
based location fix is closer to a less recently generated network based location fix than it is to a 
more recently generated network based location fix. The Yen reference teaches evaluating the 
validity of the non-network (or satellite positioning system) based location fix by determining 
whether the non-network (or satellite positioning system) based location fix is closer to a less 
recently generated network based location fix than it is to a more recently generated network 
based location fix ("the location information may be supplied, for example, by a global 
positioning satellite (GPS) receiver in the wireless terminal, or by other location measurement 
techniques (e.g., triangulation based on signal strengths, dead reckoning)" (Col. 2, lines 39-43). 
"In step 208, the wireless terminal will determine that the second entry of the location/parameter 
table, having location (xi,yi), is the closest to the current location of (x4,y4). Assuming that the 
test in step 210 indicates that the distance between (xi,yi) and (x^) is less than L, control will 
pass to step 216, at which point the entry containing (xi,yi) and DCCH1 is placed in the first 
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location of the location/parameter table and the other entries are shifted down" (Col. 7, lines 39- 
46). See Col. 6, line 48 to Col. 7, line 55). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention was made to modify the method of Atkinson to evaluate the validity of the non- 
network based location fix by determining whether the non-network based location fix is closer 
to a less recently generated network based location fix than it is to a more recently generated 
network based location fix, as taught by Yen, in order to update and store current location and 
location-dependent operating parameter for a mobile station. 

6. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Atkinson in view 
of Bala et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0068580 Al). 

As to claim 1 1, the Atkinson reference discloses the method of Claim 1 . However, it does 
not disclose generating a plurality of network based location fixes of the mobile station, 
estimating a future location fix of the mobile station based on the plurality of the network based 
location fixes, evaluating the validity of the non-networked based location fix by determining 
whether the non-network based location fix is within a specified range of the estimated location 
fix. As cited in claim 9, The Bala reference teaches generating a plurality of network based 
location fixes of the mobile station ("movement information for a subscriber can include past 
locations for a subscriber, e.g., the identity of and number of times transmitters have successfully 
polled the subscriber, or future expected movement activity" (page 1, col. 1, paragraph [0006], 
lines 8-12)) and estimating a future location of the mobile station based on the plurality of the 
network based location fixes ("the movement information for the subscriber is analyzed to 
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determine the likely current location of the subscriber" (page 2, col. 1, paragraph [0019], lines 2- 
4))- 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention was made to modify the method of Atkinson to generate a plurality of network 
based location fixes of the mobile station and estimate a future location fix of the mobile station 
based on the plurality of the network based location fixes, as taught by Bala, in order to 
determine the probable current location of the mobile station. 

7. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
Atkinson in view of Hill et al. (U.S. Patent 5,857,155). 

As to claim 18, Atkinson discloses the method of Claim 17, estimating a future location 
of the mobile station by extrapolating along an estimated path of the mobile station. However, 
Atkinson does not disclose evaluating the validity of the satellite positioning system based 
location fix by determining whether the satellite positioning system based location fix is within a 
specified range of the estimated location fix. 

The Hill reference teaches evaluating the validity of the satellite positioning system based 
location fix by determining whether the satellite positioning system based location fix is within a 
specified range of the estimated location fix ("the known GPS position of the subscriber could be 
used to determine the range to the nearest local base receiver. The location of the nearest base 
receivers would be stored in a code plug table preferably in the form of a base receiver location 
map 54. The minimum distance to a receiving base station would easily be calculated from the 
GPS information" (Col. 3, lines 46-52)). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention was made to modify the method of Atkinson to evaluate the validity of the 
satellite positioning system based location fix by determining whether the satellite positioning 
system based location fix is within a specified range of the estimated location fix, as taught by 
Hill, in order to determine an expected area within which a mobile station is located. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claims 7, 14, 16, 20, 24, 28-30, 32 and 33 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

9. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: the 
claims are objected to for the reasons state in the previous Office action. 

Response to Arguments 

10. Applicant's arguments filed 5/4/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

The declaration filed on 5/4/06 under 37 CFR 1 . 13 1 has been considered but is 
ineffective to overcome the Atkinson reference. 

The evidence submitted is insufficient to establish a conception of the invention prior to 
the effective date of the Atkinson reference. While conception is the mental part of the inventive 
act, it must be capable of proof, such as by demonstrative evidence or by a complete disclosure 
to another. Conception is more than a vague idea of how to solve a problem. The requisite 
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means themselves and their interaction must also be comprehended. See Mergenthaler v. 
Scudder, 1897 CD. 724, 81 O.G. 1417 (DC. Cir. 1897). The attachments with the declaration 
do not show essential aspects of the claimed invention, such as the following subject matter: 
evaluating the validity of a non-network based location fix of the mobile station by comparing 
the non-network based location fix with a prior network based location fix by measuring a time 
related parameter of signals received at the mobile station from several base stations neighboring 
the mobile station; translating the prior network based location fix and the non-network based 
location fix into a common format prior to comparing the prior network and non-network based 
location fixes; generating the non-network based location fix of the mobile station in longitude 
and latitude coordinates, converting the network based location fix to longitude and latitude 
coordinates before comparing the network based location fix with the non-network based 
location fix; evaluating the validity of the non-network based location fix by determining 
whether the non-network based location fix is within a specified range of the network based 
location fix and defining the specified range based on an estimated velocity of the mobile station 
and a time interval between the generation of the prior network based location fix and the non- 
network based location fix; evaluating the validity of the non-network based location fix by 
determining whether the non-network based location fix is closer to a less recently generated 
network based location fix than it is to a more recently generated network based location fix; 
generating a plurality of network based location fixes of the mobile station, estimating a future 
location fix of the mobile station based on the plurality of the network based location fixes, 
evaluating the validity of the non-networked based location fix by determining whether the non- 
network based location fix is within a specified range of the estimated location fix. 
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Accordingly, the declaration does not establish conception of the present invention prior 
to the filing date of the application. 

The evidence submitted is insufficient to establish diligence from a date prior to the date 
of reduction to practice of the Atkinson reference to either a constructive reduction to practice or 
an actual reduction to practice. Since conception of the present invention prior to the effective 
date of the Atkinson reference has not been established for the reasons discussed, neither has due 
diligence been shown from a date prior to the date of reduction to practice of the Atkinson 
reference. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sam Bhattacharya whose telephone number is (571) 272-7917. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Weekdays, 9-6, with first Fridays off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, George Eng can be reached on (571) 272-7495. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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